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in the shadows of their life who need 
our help and assistance, this is the 
time for us to act and respond. 

I thank the gentleman again for pro-
viding this opportunity in this special 
order for people to address the con-
cerns of health care, and specifically 
for me tonight to be able to talk about 
the need for prescription drugs. 

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the 
gentleman, and thank him for coming 
down and expressing and articulating 
his thoughts so well. 

The gentleman talked mainly about 
the prescription drug issue. I think of 
the three health care issues that I sort 
of highlighted, and that we all high-
lighted tonight. 

That is the one where I think there 
has probably been the most disappoint-
ment because of, as the gentleman 
said, the rhetoric during the campaign. 
It was certainly true on the part of 
President Bush or then candidate Bush 
that this was going to be addressed and 
this was going to be a priority, and it 
has not been. 

We can argue about what kind of 
plan we should be putting into place, 
and whether the Bush plan is different 
than the Democratic plan. I can talk 
about that all night. But the bottom 
line is, I do not see any movement. I do 
not see any effort by the President to 
come down here and say, ‘‘This is a pri-
ority and I want it enacted into law,’’ 
even his own proposal, as limited as it 
is.

I think we can see that on all these 
issues. Probably the one that he most 
committed to was the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. I remember during one of the 
debates when he specifically said, ‘‘We 
have a Patients’ Bill of Rights, an HMO 
reform bill, that is on the books in my 
State of Texas.’’ And of course he did 
not comment on the fact that he never 
signed it. But leaving that aside, it was 
in effect. He said, ‘‘I would like to see 
the same thing, and I would support 
the same thing on a Federal level if I 
was elected President.’’ 

Well, 100 days have passed. We had a 
bipartisan bill introduced in the other 
Chamber. I think we had Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator KENNEDY. Here we 
had a bipartisan bill. The gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) 
introduced a bill that was modeled ex-
actly on the Texas law. 

They had a previous bill in the last 
Congress called the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. They changed it slightly to 
conform exactly with the Texas law on 
the liability law, on all the issues that 
have some contention. 

Within a couple of days, we saw the 
President come out and say, ‘‘That is 
not acceptable. I do not like that bill.’’ 
I think he went before the cardiolo-
gists’ association and said he would 
veto it if it came to his desk. 

This was bipartisan. I went to a press 
conference and there were some pretty 

right-wing Republicans at that press 
conference supporting this legislation. 

Well, what is it that he wants? Is he 
telling us what he wants and how he 
would like to change the MCCAIN bill or 
the Dingell-Ganske bill? No. I do not 
get feedback in the Subcommittee on 
Health and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Commerce about what the 
President does want, so I just have to 
conclude he does not want anything. 

In other words, the rhetoric is out 
there, ‘‘I want to pass this bill, and I 
want to do in the United States what 
we did in Texas,’’ but I do not see any 
proposal coming from the White House 
to accomplish that. I do not see any ef-
fort to prioritize it. 

I would venture to say that the dif-
ferences on the Patients’ Bill of Rights, 
for those who oppose it and those who 
are supportive, at this point are so 
minimal that if we sat down in this 
room tonight, we could work out the 
differences. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. There 
is no question. The compromise lies 
right ahead of us. 

I think what frustrates the American 
public is they see us talking before an 
empty Chamber and they are won-
dering why the collective body is not 
addressing these important issues; why 
they just seem to linger on and on and 
on with no resolve. 

I have a veteran from my hometown 
who has won three Purple Hearts whose 
monthly pension does not equal what 
he pays in terms of prescription drugs. 
This is what people are really seeking 
relief from. 

I agree with the gentleman, people 
back home have talked passionately 
about a Patients’ Bill of Rights. Cer-
tainly the concern is there for the un-
insured that exist in this country, and 
the costs that our hospitals are experi-
encing, as well, under the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. 

But invariably, the real gut level 
emotion that I hear from people is that 
they are being really hurt by the lack 
of a policy, the lack of a program that 
will allow them to have the drugs that 
their doctors know that they need in 
order to survive. 

Shame on us for not continuing to 
move that forward. When I say ‘‘us,’’ I 
mean Democrats, Republicans alike. 
The President, the Cabinet, all of us, 
we know that this is an important 
issue to all of them. 

I thank the gentleman for being one 
of the lone sentinels, as I said earlier, 
who comes down here on a regular 
basis and makes sure that the public 
understands that there are people out 
there that care, that there are people 
willing to stand up and fight for what 
they believe is right, and people who 
feel that this is a higher priority than 
a tax cut. 

Mr. PALLONE. I thank the gen-
tleman for the accolades. I want to 
thank the gentleman for being so con-
cerned, as well. 

But I have to point out, because we 
are here tonight but we are going to 
come back again, I have to point out 
that the President has his party in the 
majority in the House of Representa-
tives, and even though it is 50–50 in the 
other body, the Vice President can 
break the tie. 

So I try to explain to my constitu-
ents that as Democrats, and I know it 
sounds very partisan, we do not have 
the ability to bring these bills up, ei-
ther in committee, or we do not even 
have the ability to have a hearing. We 
certainly do not have an ability to 
bring the legislation to the floor. 

The only thing we can do is to con-
tinue to speak out, as we have tonight, 
and demand action on these health 
care initiatives. 

I know the gentleman is here to-
night, and others, and we are certainly 
going to continue to do that, because 
we know this is not pie in the sky, this 
is important to the average person. 
Whether it is HMO reform, it is a pre-
scription drug plan, or it is access for 
the uninsured, we have to address the 
issue. 

I want to thank the gentleman again. 
I just want to repeat again, Mr. Speak-
er, that although I am concluding now, 
we are going to be back again until we 
see the President and the Republican 
leadership bringing legislation up that 
would address these health care con-
cerns.

f 
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REBUTTAL COMMENTS ON HEALTH 
CARE, THE PRESIDENT’S SPEECH 
ON DEFENSE, AND ENERGY IN 
THE WEST 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PENCE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I want to spend a little time with 
an evening chat. I want to discuss this 
evening a couple of issues, but first of 
all I will rebut a couple of the com-
ments that were made in the last hour. 

As my colleagues understand the 
rules on the House floor, the previous 
speakers were allowed to speak 1 hour 
unrebutted, and now I have an oppor-
tunity to speak for an hour. It was not 
my intent when I came over here this 
evening to rebut this, but some of 
these statements were so strong that 
certainly my colleagues deserve to 
hear what the other side of the story is. 

It reminded me of a courtroom, one 
time in a closing argument where the 
statement was made that if you have 
ever been a parent you understand that 
if there is a problem between two chil-
dren and you separate the children, 
each child comes up and tells you an 
entirely different version of what hap-
pened. And it is not that either child is 
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intending to lie; it is that through the 
eyes of those two different children, 
they have seen different versions. And 
I think that is what happens here. 

It is not necessarily between Repub-
licans and Democrats, although clearly 
there is a line drawn between the mod-
erate and conservatives versus the lib-
eral side of the Democratic party, but 
I think what we heard in the preceding 
hour certainly reflects the more liberal 
side, the left side, of the Democratic 
Party. I do not think it is the main-
stream of America, and I do not think 
it represents the mainstream in this 
body. 

I mean, how many of my colleagues 
will turn their backs on the elderly? 
Give me a break. There is nobody in 
these Chambers that intentionally turn 
their backs on the elderly. That is an 
exact statement that was made here 
just a few minutes ago, that our Presi-
dent, through his policy, turns his back 
on the elderly. As strongly as I dis-
agreed with President Clinton in the 
previous administration, I never ac-
cused him of turning his back on the 
elderly. 

It is these kinds of emotionally driv-
en comments that are really nothing 
but, in my opinion, an effort to have 
emotion drive the issue instead of 
facts. We cannot come to a good solu-
tion if the means to get to that solu-
tion is driven entirely on emotion. 
That is exactly why this country has 
got financial problems; it is exactly 
why this country got into a deficit, be-
cause time after time after time Mem-
bers of this body go out, and in their 
leadership strategy they lead the pub-
lic by emotion; and then they leave it 
to the other Members to try to dig out 
what the facts are. 

We see it out in the West. We see it 
all the time in the West on the public 
lands, where emotion drives the issue, 
not the science of the forests, not the 
science of the use of the water, not the 
science of using dams for hydropower, 
but the emotion of it. All the good of a 
hydroelectric power plant in the West 
can be overcome by simply tying it to 
some kind of degradation of Yellow-
stone National Park. 

So what I would say to my colleagues 
that just preceded me speaking is, 
come on, let us talk about the facts. 
Next time I would be happy to join 
those colleagues. Bring a pencil and a 
calculator and let us see how we are 
going to afford exactly what they pre-
scribed this evening. 

Of course all of us in this country are 
having problems with pricing on pre-
scription drugs. Of course, everybody 
that I would run a survey on and asked 
if they would like help on their pre-
scription drugs are going to say yes. 
Anytime somebody offers to help pay 
our obligations with others’ money, 
not our own money, with someone 
else’s money, well, we are happy to ac-
cept that. 

The proposals that were being made 
this evening by these preceding speak-
ers, they are emotional. They sound 
wonderful. How can you lose? Some-
body else gets to pick up the tab. And 
by the way, anybody that says maybe 
we ought to do the addition, maybe we 
ought to figure out the bottom line, 
that people will pay more and that we 
will have the government interfering 
more, maybe we ought to take a look 
at that. But the minute we say that, 
we get a comment from the left side 
that says, well, they are turning their 
backs on the elderly. 

And it is some of these very same 
types of comments, or in my experi-
ence these types of representatives 
from that side of the party, that show 
up here and talk about how we turn our 
backs on education or we are ignoring 
the children or we do not care about 
this or we do not care about that. I 
have yet, I have yet to find one Con-
gressman, Democrat or Republican, or 
independent, I have yet to find one 
Congressman that does not like edu-
cation. I have yet to find one Congress-
man that intentionally or with any 
kind of design whatsoever turns their 
back on the elderly. 

There are a lot of hard-working fo-
cused people in this body, none of 
which by the way, in my opinion, de-
serve to have the label put on them 
that they are turning their back on the 
elderly. And the same thing applies for 
the administration, this administra-
tion as well as the previous administra-
tion. 

As I mentioned earlier, my disagree-
ments with the Clinton administration 
were clear, and in my opinion they 
were very strong disagreements with 
the Clinton administration; but I never 
went to that administration and said 
they turned their back on the elderly 
or they turned their back on this or 
they turned their back on that. 

So I think, really, in order for us to 
get to a solution in regards to prescrip-
tion and health care in this country, 
we need to put some of this emotional 
rhetoric aside and sit down at a table. 
And when my colleagues come to that 
table, they had better bring a pencil 
and a calculator, because we cannot 
put together a wish list without fig-
uring out, number one, who pays for it; 
number two, how we are going to pay 
for it; and, number three, what are the 
honest expectations of that cost. 

Take a look, for example, when So-
cial Security was first conceived back 
in the 1930s. It was never intended to be 
a full retirement. Do not kid yourself. 
Social Security was never intended by 
the people of this country to be a full 
retirement package. Take a look at 
where we are today. Today, it is an ex-
pectation. It is an entitlement program 
for full retirement. That is what some 
people expect. As a result, some of us 
on this floor continue to give and give 
and give; and yet this system now, for 

future generations, for our young peo-
ple, and if my colleagues want to talk 
about somebody we need to pay atten-
tion to, look at this young generation 
and try to explain to them with a 
straight face that there is going to be 
Social Security dollars around. 

One of our problems today is we pay 
out $118,000 for people on Social Secu-
rity today. For a couple we pay out 
$118,000 more on average than they put 
in the system. Now, how does that 
work? It does not work very well. 

Later this evening I am going to talk 
a little about energy. You cannot con-
tinue to tell the consumer out there 
that their prices are not going to in-
crease on the demand side and pay es-
calating prices on the supply side. That 
is exactly what is happening with the 
kind of calculations and the figuring 
with these promises that are being 
made about health care in this coun-
try. 

Of course we want to improve health 
care; but dadgummit, we have to be 
straight with constituents. We have 
got to be straight with the American 
people and tell them what it is going to 
cost. This does not come free. It is so 
easy to stand on this House floor, it is 
so easy to stand on this floor and make 
promises about things we are going to 
give away. We may not use the word 
free, but that is the implication. We 
will handle all the prescription care 
problems of this country; we can fi-
nance all the priorities of this country. 
Well, let me tell my colleagues, we 
would not have enough money in the 
world to finance the priorities. Because 
every time we would start paying out, 
for every five priorities out, five more 
would jump in. My colleagues know 
that, and I know that. 

And when we talk about things like 
health care, when we talk about things 
like the military, when we talk about 
things like education, when we talk 
about specific projects in our districts, 
when we are parochial about our dis-
tricts, we have an obligation to be hon-
est about the cost. We can look at any 
substantial entitlement program that 
this government has, any one of them, 
pick it randomly. Any one my col-
leagues want to pick, I can promise 
that at the time it was put into place 
the costs that were attributed to it, 
this is what it is going to cost the tax-
payer, those costs were minuscule as 
compared to the actual costs. Here is 
the cost they promise; here is the cost 
we end up with. 

It is the history of a Democratic gov-
ernment in a body like this, because 
the incentive is not to be straight with 
the taxpayers and the citizens of this 
country. The temptation is to go out 
there and promise everything for noth-
ing. And that is exactly the problem 
today we now face in California. In 
California, the leadership out there, 
the elected leadership and the ap-
pointed leadership out there promised 
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the citizens of the State of California, 
look, we do not have to take any risk 
of exploration; let us do not allow any 
generation plants in this State; let us 
not allow people to drill in this State; 
let us do not encourage conservation. 

Now, they did not say, let us not en-
courage conservation, the practice 
they followed discouraged conserva-
tion. Because no matter how much en-
ergy was wasted, the price did not go 
up. It was capped. No matter how much 
the electricity cost, the generators sold 
it, citizens did not have to worry about 
it, the State capped it for them. Well, 
that is an empty promise, in my opin-
ion, just the same as some of the prom-
ises or commitments that were made 
this evening. Those promises are empty 
if in the long term we do not have the 
dollars or the resources to provide for 
those. 

And based on the statements I heard 
here in the last hour, if we stacked up 
the cost of those commitments or 
those promises that were made by 
these speakers, and we put it on our 
calculators, first of all we would have 
to have a calculator with a screen that 
long. We are talking about trillions. 
We are not talking about billions; we 
are talking about trillions of dollars. 
So if my colleagues can figure out how 
to pay for that, that is what they 
should do first, then make their prom-
ises second. 

But what they do is they make the 
promise, and this is the typical pro-
gram in the Federal Government, make 
the promise, put the program into 
place, then pass the cost of it on to the 
next generation. That is exactly what 
has happened here, year after year 
after year. You get to give out the 
freebies, you get to be the Santa Claus, 
but the next generation has to pay for 
it because my colleagues were clever 
enough in their legislation to deflect 
the true cost, to not admit the true 
cost, or to defer the true cost to some 
point in the future. That is why we 
have financial problems. 

Being a Congressman does not re-
quire a lot of education. All we have to 
be is a citizen; we have to be a certain 
age. But we are not required to have a 
college degree. In fact, it was inten-
tionally designed that way. The reason 
it was designed that way is our fore-
fathers, justifiably and correctly, 
thought we wanted people from all 
walks of life to represent the fine peo-
ple of this country. But if we could 
redo it, I think I would go back and 
say, look, every one of us ought to take 
business 101 or accounting 101. It ought 
to be a fundamental requirement be-
fore we sit in these chairs. Because 
what we tend to find happening is there 
are a lot more promises made than 
what are funded. Then when they are 
not funded, we hear comments like I 
just heard a half an hour ago: they are 
turning their backs on the elderly. And 
I have heard it on education: they do 

not care about kids; education is not a 
priority with them. 

Again, let me point out that I do not 
know one Congressman, Democrat or 
Republican, I do not know one for 
which education is not a priority. It is 
a priority with everybody in these 
Chambers. So to make the statements 
like were made in this preceding hour, 
in my opinion, are totally unjustified 
and do not get us at all towards the 
kind of solution that we need to come 
towards in order to help bring those 
prescription prices within range of the 
average American so they not only can 
afford it, but they have access to it. 

I want to visit about another issue 
before I get very deep into the subject 
of energy. I think the President today 
made a very, very significant speech to 
the American people. The President 
talked about how since the Cold War 
the defense mechanisms of this country 
have changed. Our military status, our 
defense in this country, has to be very 
fluid. It has to change with time. There 
are a few facts that are very clear. 
Number one, it is not only the United 
States, China, and Russia that have nu-
clear capabilities. Now we have got 
India, we have got Pakistan, we have 
Israel, we have Iran, we have North 
Korea. I mean, the spread of nuclear 
weapons is a fact. 

Now, no matter how many millions 
of barrels of oil we promise the North 
Koreans, they are going to continue to 
develop nuclear weapons. The nuclear 
weapon kind of shows you are the big 
guy on the block. There is a lot of 
countries that want those weapons be-
cause it gives them leverage in world 
negotiations. So we should not be naive 
and think that these countries are not 
going to develop these weapons. I think 
what we have to do is assume that in 
fact these countries will develop these 
nuclear weapons, the ones that do not 
already have them. In fact, the ones 
that have them probably will, in many 
cases, like with China and like with 
Iran, assist other countries in acquir-
ing these nuclear weapons. 

So is the answer to build more nu-
clear weapons? I do not think so. I 
think our country has adequate mili-
tary supplies of our weapons. The an-
swer is figure out a device, figure out a 
missile defense. How do we stop those 
nuclear weapons? We are not going to 
stop it by trying to convince these peo-
ple they should not own them. Of 
course they are going to own them. 
They will do anything they can to get 
their hands on them. What we need to 
do is to convince them, look, you are 
going to spend a lot of money devel-
oping a nuclear weapon; you are going 
to take a lot of resources from your 
people, developing a nuclear weapon; 
you are going to put a lot of your sci-
entific resources of your country into 
developing a nuclear weapon.

b 2015 
And guess what is going to happen, 

when you come to your product, your 
final product, i.e. that nuclear weapon, 
the United States and its allies will 
have a defense that makes that weapon 
useless. That is exactly what the goal 
of this President is. And it is a justifi-
able goal. 

We are crazy, we are certifiably crazy 
if we continue to turn our face and pre-
tend at some point in the future there 
is not going to be a nuclear missile 
headed towards this country. We are ir-
responsible, in dereliction of our duty 
if we do not now begin an aggressive ef-
fort at putting some kind of a protec-
tive shield for this Nation and this Na-
tion’s allies and friends so that when 
that type of an attack comes, we are 
prepared. And we make the ownership 
of these kinds of weapons, not weapons 
of threat or fear, we neutralize them 
because we have a defensive shield for 
those kinds of weapons. 

It seems to me that it is so basic that 
with this threat developing out there, 
in consideration of the fact that we 
have an obligation to the generations 
behind us, as well as the generation 
ahead of us and our own generation, we 
have an obligation to continue to give 
this country the best defense that it 
can possibly have. You are totally dis-
regarding your obligation as a con-
gressman if you continue to ignore the 
fact that this country needs to defend 
against a missile attack. A lot of 
Americans, a lot of your constituents 
assume because we have NORAD space 
command out in Colorado Springs and 
we can detect a missile launch within a 
few seconds anywhere in the world, in 
fact we are so good we can track a 6-
inch bolt maybe 500 miles into space. 
We know what is coming at us. A lot of 
Americans assume that once we know 
it, we shoot it down. That is not the 
truth. That is not what can occur out 
there. 

All we can do once we detect a mis-
sile launch against the United States 
of America, all we can do is call up the 
destination site and say, hold onto 
your britches, you have an incoming 
missile. 

Do we have an obligation to put up 
some kind of shield to defend against 
that? Of course we do. That is exactly 
the direction that the President of the 
United States told this country this 
morning. That he is prepared, that the 
time has changed, he is prepared to re-
duce our nuclear stockpiles while at 
the same time putting together a de-
fensive shield. 

Now some of the critics and some 
people who oppose the military just in 
general pop right up and say we do not 
have the technology. It is going to be 
too expensive. We did not have the 
technology when we said that we were 
going to put somebody on the moon. 
We did not have the technology when 
we figured out we were going to solve 
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polio. The fact is that we can do it. 
Americans can put their minds to 
something and accomplish it. 

So these people who want to criticize 
ought to stand aside. They do not want 
to take a leadership position in the de-
fense of this country. That is fine. I do 
not think that everybody needs to par-
ticipate, but get out of our way. Let us 
defend this country because I do not 
want to be one with tears in my eyes 
who has to look at my children or my 
grandchildren, or maybe even great 
grandchildren, if I am fortunate, when 
we are in the height of an international 
crisis where these missiles might be 
used and say to those generations be-
hind me, I am sorry, I could have put a 
defense together. I could have done 
something to help you, but I walked 
away from it. 

None of us want to walk away from 
that obligation. We all need to come 
together behind the President and help 
the President with these efforts to de-
fend this country and to build a capac-
ity that will allow or take away all of 
the leverage of all of the countries in 
the world that have a nuclear weapon 
and they want to use it against the 
United States via some type of missile. 

Let me move on to the other topic 
that I want to discuss with you this 
evening. That is energy. Look, we have 
all heard about the State of California. 
We know what the problem is in Cali-
fornia, or at least we know some of the 
problem. Fundamentally I think every 
one of our constituents understands 
that California is running out of power. 
You know, it is kind of hard to feel 
sorry for California. California kind of 
adopted the not-in-my-backyard syn-
drome. California has promised its citi-
zens do not worry, we will not increase 
your prices on energy, which means, in 
essence, you do not have to conserve. 
California has not allowed a power gen-
eration facility to be built, an elec-
trical-generation facility to be built in 
their State for what, 10 years. 

California has not allowed a natural 
gas transmission line to go through 
their State in California. In California 
you do not even dare talk about nu-
clear energy with their elected offi-
cials. There are a lot of people in Cali-
fornia with the national Sierra Club 
whose number one priority is to take 
down the Glen Canyon Dam, one of the 
larger hydroelectric producers. There 
are people in California who are lead-
ing the effort to take down the dams in 
the Snake River or the Columbia River 
because they are trying to convince the 
population of California you can have 
it all and no risk. You can have it all 
and no cost. You can use as much as 
you want, it keeps on coming at the 
same price. We do not have to build 
electrical generation facilities in our 
State, because you can have it without 
it. We do not have to take risk and 
allow exploration of natural gas in our 
State. Do not worry about it. 

In the meantime as this Titanic 
comes up on the iceberg, demand is 
going like this and supply is going like 
this. You cannot operate like that. You 
cannot operate an airplane when your 
airport is this far away, and your fuel 
consumption is going to get you this 
close. It does not work. 

Despite the flowery promises, despite 
all of the hype that was given about 
California, we discovered something 
new. We have discovered for the first 
time in the history of the capitalistic 
market that we are going to be able to 
allow you to use all of the electricity 
you want, the price will be capped. We 
will deregulate. We will not have to 
take any kind of risks or suffer as a re-
sult of natural gas transmission lines 
or exploration because we have it all, 
and we will not have to do it in our 
own backyard. It is hard to find sym-
pathy for the State of California. In 
fact, I have heard a lot of people say 
that is their problem. 

Well, fortunately or unfortunately, I 
am here to tell you it is not all of Cali-
fornia’s problem. What is bad in many 
cases for California is bad for the 
United States of America. California, 
after all, is a State. It is a major State 
and it is a big player. It is a huge play-
er in the world’s economy. A huge 
player in the economy of the United 
States. It is a huge player in their edu-
cational institutions. It is a huge play-
er in their artistic institutions in Cali-
fornia. We have a lot of fellow citizens 
in California who are going to suffer 
lots of consequences this summer as a 
result of the short-sightedness of a few 
government officials. And, frankly, suf-
fer as a result of adopting the concept 
or being convinced or swayed by the 
concept that you can have all of the 
power you want without having to have 
a generation facility somewhere in 
your State. 

We cannot let California die on the 
vine. I am sure, colleagues, like the 
rest of you, I will probably go back to 
my office this evening and have calls 
from people that say let them die on 
the vine. California brought it on 
themselves, let them suffer. 

It is not that simple. We need to 
work with California. But let us look 
at a few of the facts. Let me say at the 
very beginning that there seems to be 
a make-believe theory out there that if 
we just simply conserve, our energy 
crisis will be resolved. Let me tell you, 
that is inaccurate on its face, and it is 
inaccurate no matter which direction 
they tell you it. It does not work. 

Conservation is a major contributing 
factor that we have to put in place im-
mediately. In fact, you know what has 
put more conservation in place in the 
last few months than in any recent 
time in history? It is not the govern-
ment. It is not the government that 
put conservation into place, it is the 
price of energy that has put conserva-
tion into place. 

I am a good example. I will use my-
self. I did not turn down my thermom-
eters a year ago in my family home. 
We had the temperatures in our home, 
I live high in the Rocky Mountains of 
Colorado, and in the winter time all of 
our rooms were at 70 degrees. And in 
the summertime, our air conditioning, 
because we like cool air, although we 
have a lot of cool air, if during the day 
it got hot, we kept the air conditioning 
at 60 degrees.

It was not because some government 
brochure or some bureaucratic official 
said you do not have to have your 
rooms at 70 degrees, especially if you 
are not using them. Why not leave 
those rooms at 55 degrees so your pipes 
do not freeze when you are not using 
the rooms. It was not because some 
government brochure came and told me 
that, it was because we got our gas bill. 
I can assure you now in our household, 
anywhere in the house where there are 
not people, that temperature is at 55 
degrees. We have not even started our 
air conditioning. We have not had it on 
one time, not that it is on a lot this 
time of year; but still for a day or two, 
we would have had it on. We have our 
fans running. We are trying to make 
plans for this summer, how do we con-
serve? Why, because the price stun us. 

In California, the elected officials did 
not have enough guts to let the prices 
sting. They tried to make an artificial 
world out where you can continue to 
have as much energy as you want and 
not have to have your prices increased. 
That does not encourage conservation. 

But let us say here is supply, here is 
demand. Conservation will go up like 
this. So conservation closes a gap. I 
brought this over, it is one of the most 
fascinating things that I have seen. 
This is where we are going with incen-
tives in the marketplace. 

A crisis drives innovation. To come 
up with alternative energy, this energy 
crisis is actually of some benefit be-
cause it will drive innovation. There 
are a lot of people trying to figure out 
how to make a better mouse trap. 
There are a lot of people saying we bet-
ter make our air conditioning units 
more efficient. We can have a competi-
tive advantage if our SUV gets better 
mileage. 

Here is a piece of innovation here, 
colleagues. This is a little piece of 
paper. To me it looks like a little piece 
of tinfoil. It is laminated in a piece of 
plastic, and there are two wires at-
tached to this little piece of paper. Now 
the person that talked to me about this 
little device said there is a lot of en-
ergy and movement, movement that 
does not have to be generated. You 
know to generate electricity, you have 
to generate movement. You do not 
need to generate this, this is natural 
movement.

b 2030 
He said, we think we can capture en-

ergy out of waves, out of waves in the 
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ocean. He showed me this. He gave me 
this. I was so fascinated by it. You will 
not be able to see it from there. If the 
lights were out in the Chambers, you 
would see as I go like this, the light 
comes on. That light is on. That move-
ment generates energy which is put 
into this light. But do we have the ca-
pability today to generate any kind of 
significant source of power as a result 
of this device? No. Maybe in 15 years, 
maybe in 10 years, maybe we would get 
a real break and have stuff like this 
available in 10 years. But we do not 
have it available today. But that has 
not slowed down the demand out there 
that we have for power. 

In fact, I find it interesting, one of 
our largest age consumption groups of 
power is our younger generation. That 
is the generation of people that some of 
the more radical environmental 
groups, for example, the National Si-
erra Club, has never supported a water 
storage project in the history of their 
organization. It is organizations like 
them out there trying to convince this 
younger generation, you can continue 
to increase your demand for power, 
whether it is your computer, your 
radio or whatever, you can continue to 
increase demand and yet at the same 
time stop supply or not allow supply to 
expand, or take down the dams. ‘‘Don’t 
worry, the hydro power will be replaced 
somewhere else.’’ Those are fallacies. 
That is exactly what got California 
into the jam that it is in. That is ex-
actly what is getting the rest of us. We 
will be sucked down that drain as well 
if California goes down that drain. 

Let us go over some statistics that I 
think are important to look at. Again 
remember, conservation is obviously a 
critical element for this solution to 
come together, but it is not the total 
answer. It is only a contributing factor 
to the gap in the energy supply that we 
have today. Let us just pull up natural 
gas. Consumer prices for natural gas 
have increased 20-fold in some parts of 
our country over the past year. In a 1-
year period of time, the demand for 
natural gas has gone up 20 times. 

I talked to a gas analyst who went to 
the different companies like General 
Electric that make power generation 
facilities that are powered by natural 
gas. Just the orders in place exceed the 
natural gas supply now available in 
this country. Let us go on. America’s 
demand for natural gas is expected to 
rise even more dramatically than oil. 
Why? Because natural gas is a very 
clean fuel to utilize. It is a very con-
venient fuel to utilize. 

According to the Department of En-
ergy, by 2020, we will consume 62 per-
cent more natural gas than we do 
today. Right now, an estimated 40 per-
cent of potential gas supplies in the 
United States are on Federal lands 
that are either closed to exploration or 
limited by severe restrictions. Even if 
we find supplies of gas, moving it to 

the market will require an additional 
38,000 miles of pipeline and 255,000 miles 
of transmission lines at an estimated 
cost of 120 to $150 billion, just to move 
the gas. In some places we have plenty 
of gas, but that is not where the popu-
lation is. You have got to move the gas 
to the population. Now remember, the 
numbers that I am going over are as-
suming that the American public exer-
cises conservation. Even in consider-
ation of the fact that you would con-
serve, these are still numbers you are 
going to face. 

The problem of inadequate supply 
lines is illustrated by the Prudhoe Bay 
in Alaska. The site produces enough 
gas a day to meet 13 percent of Amer-
ica’s daily consumption; but because a 
pipeline has not been built, the gas is 
pumped back into the ground. I might 
add, many of my colleagues have driv-
en by gas wells where we now have the 
technology to capture the gas, and 
they burn it off or they burn it off be-
cause they do not have the capability 
to move the gas. They are looking for 
the oil. There are a lot of things we can 
do for efficiencies in this country, but 
we cannot do it by having our head in 
the sand and pretending that there is 
not a crisis, at least not as it applies to 
us and our price should not go up. 

Let us move from natural gas. 
Electricity. By the way, Vice Presi-

dent CHENEY gave some great remarks 
here in the last couple of days. Now, of 
course some of the more radical envi-
ronmental organizations went nuts, 
saying, Oh, my gosh, look at what he’s 
demanding. He’s saying that we’re 
going to have to have I think a power 
plant every week for the next 20 years 
just to meet the demand. So what 
these groups are suggesting, put your 
head in the sand and say, It ain’t so, 
DICK. It ain’t so, Mr. Vice President. 

It is so. If we are going to continue 
with the kind of demand that we have 
and remember this demand, that is not 
wasted power. This demand, just take a 
look at what the computer generation 
has brought onto us for demand for en-
ergy. Realistically, we are going to 
have to have energy in this country on 
an increasing production rate. So at 
least somebody has had enough guts to 
stand up and say because we have ig-
nored this, because we have put our 
heads in the sand, we now have to build 
a bunch of power plants. We should 
have been building them all along. 

What we need, the best energy policy 
and, by the way, keep in mind, the last 
administration had no energy policy. 
Our Secretary of Energy had no energy 
policy. Our President had no energy 
policy. Our Vice President had no en-
ergy policy. This new administration 
has come forward and a great part of 
the wrath that they are getting put 
upon them by, say, some of the envi-
ronmental organizations has been 
brought about because this administra-
tion is saying to the American public, 

we need an energy policy. We need to 
put everything on the table. 

We need to have on the table con-
servation, we need to have natural gas, 
we need to have the Arctic Wildlife 
Refuge. That is not to say that all of 
these are going to be accepted, but 
they have got to go on the table. And 
then we need to have level-headed 
minds from all walks of life sit down 
and come up with a strategy for energy 
for this country. That means we may 
add more items onto the table, or it 
means we may take some items off the 
table. But for us to prematurely elimi-
nate sources or restrict conservation, 
what you do by the way with price 
caps, to do those kind of things does 
not help us develop a solid energy pol-
icy. 

Let me move on to electricity. Elec-
tricity is one of our greatest chal-
lenges. As illustrated in the growing 
crisis in California, the Department of 
Energy estimates that over the next 20 
years, the demand for energy in the 
United States will increase by 45 per-
cent. The increasing reliance on tech-
nology has prompted our energy de-
mands to outstrip recent projections. 
Some experts calculate that the de-
mands of the Internet already consume 
eight to 13 percent of the electricity. If 
demand grows at the same pace as the 
last decade, we will need 1,990 new 
plants by 2020, or more than 90 a year 
just to keep pace. With conservation 
ideas in mind, with the current tech-
nology that we have, we are going to 
need to build 90 plants a year to keep 
pace. 

What happens if you do not? Some 
people might say to you, Well, you 
know, we can all do without a little air 
conditioning. We can all suffer a little 
more. Most people that say that really 
mean you can suffer a little more. We 
do not really mean I should be the one 
that suffers a little more, but you can 
suffer a little more. 

Take a look at what these rolling 
blackouts will do to the State of Cali-
fornia. California is one of the largest 
agricultural producers in the world. 
Refrigeration is a basic ingredient in 
order to, once you pick that crop, to 
store that crop, to transport that crop. 
Take a look at the chicken farms and 
the turkey farms out in California. 
They have tens of millions of birds out 
there. I had a chicken farmer tell me 
the other day that if their circulating 
fans go off this summer, if they are 
shut down for 20 minutes, they lose 
their flock of birds. 

Take a look at the computer chip in-
dustry that has to have refrigerated 
storage. Take a look at the medical in-
dustry that has to have refrigerated ca-
pacity. Take a look at the frozen foods. 
You all see them, those trucks that 
have those little boxes up on the front 
of the trailer and a lot of times when 
the truck is parked you can hear that 
little engine in there idling. That is re-
frigerating that trailer. That will not 
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be shut off obviously because of the 
shutdown of a power plant in Cali-
fornia, but those little generating fa-
cilities take fuel. My point here is elec-
tricity is very important for us. Do not 
think that it is just a matter of turn-
ing off the air conditioner that is going 
to get us out of this crisis. The only 
way we are going to move out of this is 
we have got to build additional elec-
trical generation. 

Let me continue. Hydroelectric 
power generation is expected to fall 
sharply. Today, relicensing a power 
plant can take decades and cost mil-
lions. Now, even though consumers are 
faced with blackouts and shortages, 
some of the activists still want to tear 
out dams on the Snake River. 

Let us move on to our next one. Oil. 
It is amazing to me how negative peo-
ple have turned the word oil, as if it is 
some evil empire out there. They think 
of the J.R. Ewing of Dallas days and 
oil. I am telling you, everything we 
have in our life depends on this oil. I 
would like to be able to go to solar. So 
far, despite years and years and years 
and billions of dollars in research, we 
have not made any kind of dramatic 
steps forward in solar. We have got 
some, but we have not made the kind 
of steps we thought we could make to 
replace oil. 

I hope someday oil goes the same di-
rection that whale oil went. It used to 
be before the discovery of oil, we used 
whales for oil, before the discovery of 
oil in the ground. Thank goodness we 
stopped hunting the whales because we 
found a replacement product. I hope 
through our technology we are able to 
find a replacement product, but the 
fact is we do not have it today. The 
hard reality of it is we are not going to 
have it next year. We are probably not 
going to have it for any number of 
years. So our reliance on oil, our de-
pendency on oil is very significant and 
we all depend on it. Our clothes are 
made with oil. Our medicine is made 
with oil. Our vehicles, our ambulances, 
our fire trucks, our school buses, our 
personal vehicles all run on oil. The 
lights that we have. Members know 
what I am talking about. Take a look 
at any facet of life and tell me where 
oil is not needed. Any facet of life. It is 
fundamentally important. Until we 
find the replacement, we better face up 
to the reality that we have to meet the 
demand. You cannot just meet the de-
mand through conservation alone. 

Let us talk. Oil. In the next 20 years, 
America’s demand for oil will increase 
by 33 percent, according to the Energy 
Information Institute. Yet as demand 
rises, domestic production drops. So 
the demand is going up and the domes-
tic production in our country is going 
down. We have not had an inland refin-
ery built in this country for 25 years. 
That is not how you answer an 
upswinging demand line. We now 
produce 39 percent less oil than we did 
in 1970. 

Those of you my age and older, a lit-
tle younger, can remember the crisis 
we had in the 1970s. Remember how 
this country committed that we would 
lessen our dependence on foreign oil, 
lessen it? It did not work. What hap-
pened is we continued to regulate, and 
I can tell you a lot of those regulations 
were good regulations. But we contin-
ued to discourage any kind of oil explo-
ration in this country, and we de-
pended on other countries because 
other countries were easier to extract 
it from because less regulations and 
safeguards, et cetera, et cetera, and we 
have become more dependent, not less 
dependent, upon it. We are down nearly 
4 million barrels of oil a day. Unless 
our policies change, domestic produc-
tion will continue to drop to 5.1 million 
barrels a day in 2020, down from 9.1 
million barrels a day 30 years ago. 

We are increasingly dependent on for-
eign governments for our oil. Back in 
1973, we imported just 36 percent of our 
oil from overseas. Today, we import 
over 54 percent of those resources. The 
number of U.S. refineries has been cut 
in half since 1980. There has not been a 
new refinery built in this country in 
more than 25 years. Those are pretty 
startling statistics. 

Let us go back very quickly to Cali-
fornia and take a look at the California 
situation. We have just seen the na-
tionwide situation. Let us look at Cali-
fornia. No new natural gas lines in 8 
years. They placed price caps on the 
rate that electricity providers could 
charge to the consumers while doing 
nothing to discourage demand.

b 2045 

You continue to allow demand to go 
up. You do not discourage it through 
conservation. You do not discourage it 
through price. What you do is allow it 
to continue to go up, and you allow 
supply to continue to go down. When 
there is a cross, there is a collision. It 
is like two airplanes hitting in the sky. 
It is going to be a nasty crash. No new 
coal-fired plant permits in 10 years. No 
nuclear power plants have been built in 
our Nation in over 20 years. No inland 
refineries have been built in 26 years. 

California’s power capacity is down 2 
percent since 1990 while demand is up 
11 percent in that same period. So on 
one end, your supply you take it down 
by 2 percent. On the other end you take 
demand up by 11 percent and in the 
meantime you say to the consumer 
your price is capped; you do not have 
to worry about a price increase. 

My purpose tonight is to say that 
this Nation needs an energy policy. It 
is our President, the first President 
now in 9 years, who has come forward 
and in my opinion had enough gump-
tion to stand up, not hype, not a bunch 
of hype but the gumption to stand up 
and say maybe we ought to look at ev-
erything we are doing out here in re-
gards to energy. Maybe, for example, 

we ought to look at some of the sanc-
tions we have on oil-producing coun-
tries like Iran or some of these others. 
Maybe we ought to take a look and tell 
the people, look, we have to conserve. 

Again, let me remind my colleagues, 
and my guess is every colleague in here 
has been conserving in the last few 
months. Why? Not because the govern-
ment told them to conserve but be-
cause the price of the energy they are 
using has gone up tremendously. That 
is what is driving their conservation. 

We have a President who says let us 
put everything on the table. Let us put 
conservation on the table. Let us put 
oil exploration on the table. Let us put 
ANWR, let us put transmission lines on 
the table, put everything on this table 
and then bring people to sit down at 
this table and let us develop an energy 
policy. It is an obligation, by the way, 
that we have; not only to ourselves but 
to the generation behind us and the 
generation ahead of us. 

What do you think we are going to 
do? Earlier in my comments I men-
tioned that I said somebody said well, 
we turned our back on the seniors, if 
you do not buy their program you are 
turning your back on the seniors. You 
better talk to those seniors this sum-
mer when you have to shut off air con-
ditioning out there in California. You 
better explain to those seniors out in 
California why you would not be a will-
ing participant at the table in trying 
to come up with some kind of energy 
policy. You better be willing to talk to 
the seniors not only of California but 
of New York, of Oregon, of Washington, 
and explain to them why you did not 
find time to come to the table. 

We have to come to this table. The 
President has provided the table. The 
President has even provided the subject 
of the discussion and the debate. Here 
are some of my ideas. Here is what I 
want to talk about. Now if you have a 
better idea, let us talk about it. Let us 
put it in place. 

In the end, at the end of the day, the 
President says I need an energy policy 
for this country. That is good policy of 
its own. We, Members of this Congress, 
have an obligation, and I said earlier 
that obligation also means helping the 
State of California. It does not mean 
subsidizing the State of California. It 
does not mean allowing the citizens of 
California to continue to have their 
electricity or their gas or their oil at 
artificially low prices. What it does 
mean is we have to be willing to par-
ticipate with California and help them 
get through this crisis, but California 
has got to step up to the plate as well. 
California is going to have to take a 
little more careful look about the not-
in-my-backyard position that they 
have taken. California is going to have 
to take a little more careful look about 
going out to its citizens and promising 
them no price increases. California is 
going to have to take another look at 
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not allowing refineries in their State 
or at least stalling the permitting 
process so they cannot get in there. 
California is going to have to take a 
look at not allowing a natural gas 
transmission line permit to go into 
their State or be granted in their State 
over such a long period of time. 

This crisis, by the way, is not a crisis 
that is going to sink us. This is not 
like being in these House chambers say 
on December 7 or December 8 of 1941, 
the day after Pearl Harbor, the day 
after Pearl Harbor. That crisis is much 
more severe. This is a crisis we can re-
solve. This is a crisis that if we bring 
our heads together we can do some-
thing about it, but we are going to 
have to change some policy. We are 
going to have to change the policies of 
the previous administration of drifting 
along without an energy policy. We are 
going to have to adopt an energy pol-
icy. We are going to have to change the 
policies that you do not have to have 
an increase in supply to meet increas-
ing demand. 

We are going to have to educate, I 
think, our younger generation, work 
with our younger generation, and prove 
to them that the technologies that we 
have for oil exploration have improved 
and that if they want to continue to 
use power at the rate they are using 
power we all have to join in in finding 
this additional supply to meet that de-
mand. 

I think in the long run, what I hope 
in the long run, is that 5 years from 
now those of us on this House Floor 
can look back and say that energy 
problem we had back in 2001, it had 
some good benefits to it. The American 
people are now smarter about their uti-
lization of energy. They are con-
serving. We have more innovation on 
the market. We have ways, we have al-
ternative energy that really works 
similar to this one right here with the 
light. That is what I hope 5 years from 
now we look back, I hope 5 years from 
now we can look back, and we have 
SUVs, for example, that get 45 or 50 
miles to the gallon instead of 12 or 15 
miles to the gallon. 

I think we can do it, but in order for 
us to do it, we have to stand up on the 
line. We have to come out of the fox-
hole. Somebody has got to be the first 
one out of the foxhole. To that end, I 
give credit to the President of the 
United States. He has taken a lot of 
heat in these last 3 or 4 weeks or 
maybe the last 2 or 3 months. Well, he 
has not been in office 3 months but a 
couple of months, and he has taken a 
lot of heat because he stood up and said 
we need an energy policy and, God for-
bid, we are going to need to explore for 
oil; and gosh darn, sorry about this but 
we are going to have to have an ability 
to move natural gas from one end of 
the country to the other end of the 
country. 

Those are tough stands to take in a 
society that has become pretty used to 

the fact that they get the energy they 
need without having a generation facil-
ity inside of their home or inside of 
their community or even within the 
boundaries of their State. Times are 
changing. 

Is it not Bob Dillon that said, times 
are changing? That is what is hap-
pening. Times are changing in our de-
fense strategy and times are changing 
in our energy strategy. We have to pay 
attention to defense and we have to 
pay attention to energy. We have to 
pay attention to health care. We have 
to pay attention to education. Times 
are changing, and energy is not exempt 
from the change of time. Energy is not 
exempt from continuing demand with 
diminishing supply. You cannot have 
or continue to have diminishing supply 
with continuing upgrade in demand 
without a mid-air collision. 

That is exactly what happened in 
California, kind of. That is exactly 
what is going to happen in California 
this summer. We are going to have a 
mid-air collision. Maybe we can avoid 
it. We probably cannot. 

Let me wrap up my comments here 
in regards to energy by saying to all of 
us, especially to my colleagues from 
California, I have been particularly 
harsh this evening about what has gone 
on in the State of California but I am 
not about to abandon the State of Cali-
fornia. You are important to us. We are 
important to you. But it does mean 
you are going to have to change your 
habits. It does mean that you are going 
to have to start to conserve. It does 
mean that you are going to have to 
stand up and tell your consumers out 
there that they are not going to be able 
to enjoy artificially low prices. They 
are going to have to pay. 

When you have disruptions in the 
market you do not get the product you 
want, and disruptions are in the mar-
ket when you artificially subsidize 
prices. That is what has happened out 
there. So we want to help our col-
leagues from California but for the rest 
of us, in our States that do not face 
this imminent energy crisis, we better 
watch out because one of these days 
that nasty wolf will be knocking on 
our door. So let us learn from the les-
sons of California. Let us figure out 
conservation methods that really 
work. Let us figure out where in a rea-
sonable and responsible environmental 
fashion we can explore for additional 
resources for energy. We have to do it. 

Let us be frank when we talk to our 
constituents and let them know, hey, 
we have to build power plants. We are 
going to have to have resources to do 
that. You are no longer going to be 
able to enjoy the luxury perhaps of 
having every room at 70 degrees. 
Times, they are changing. It is going to 
happen to us just like it has happened 
in California. 

Let me just summarize my earlier 
comments in regards to the missile de-

fense. We have left energy now. Let me 
just summarize my comments. It is an 
inherent responsibility of every Mem-
ber of Congress to provide a national 
defense not only for the people cur-
rently here today, our generation and 
maybe the one behind us, but for the 
future generations. It is an undeniable 
fact that countries will continue to ac-
cumulate nuclear weapons and the ca-
pability to deliver them by missile. 
That is undeniable. The only way that 
you will be able to defend yourself 
against those type of horrible weapons 
is to have a missile shield of some type. 
Do not kid yourself. You are not going 
to be able to talk these countries out 
of disarming themselves. You are not 
going to be able, as the previous ad-
ministration did or thought they could, 
bribe North Korea by sending them lots 
of oil, which by the way goes right to 
their military; or give them millions of 
dollars in foreign aid and expect these 
countries, on my word we are going to 
disassemble our nuclear weapons. 

The fact is our country is going to 
have to disassemble nuclear weapons 
and any of you, by the way, who are op-
posed to nuclear weapons, you ought to 
be in support of this defensive shield. 
Why? There is no quicker way to make 
a nuclear weapon ineffective than have 
a shield against it. It works. We know 
it. You cannot disassemble a nuclear 
missile fast enough as you can with a 
missile shield once we put it in place. 
It makes them ineffective. That is 
what will break the nuclear arms race. 
Mark my word, that is what will break 
that race is the first country that is a 
major power that comes out with a 
shield that itself and their allies can 
use to defend themselves, that will 
break the nuclear arms race as we 
know it today in the world. 

I intend to come back, I want to visit 
I hope later this week, certainly next 
week, and talk a little more about the 
issue of the death tax and what it has 
done to a lot of families in America. It 
looks like we are close to a tax agree-
ment. This afternoon they have been 
down at the White House, Mr. Speaker, 
working with the administration. I 
hope we come together on that. I hope 
as we begin to put our budget together 
for this next year that we refrain from 
comments as were made in the pre-
vious speech prior to my coming up 
here, refrain from the comments that 
the administration, for example, has 
turned their back on the elderly or 
that they do not care about education 
or they do not care about this or they 
do not care about that. 

They care about it. As I mentioned 
earlier, I think everybody on this floor, 
no matter how liberal their politics 
are, how conservative their politics 
are, I think everybody on this floor, ev-
erybody on this floor cares about edu-
cation; they care about the elderly; 
they care about health care; they care 
about defense. I have a list a half a 
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mile long that we care about. Let us 
work together as a team. I think we 
can do it.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McNULTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material: 

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KUCINICH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. PAYNE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and May 2 and May 3. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mr. NUSSLE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HERGER, for 5 minutes, on May 2. 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. PLATTS, for 5 minutes, on May 2.

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. 560. An act for the relief of Rita 
Mirembe Revell (a.k.a. Margaret Rita 
Mirembe); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker:

H.R. 256.—To extend for 11 additional 
months the period for which chapter 12 of 
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted. Referred to the Judiciary Jan. 30, 2001. 
Reported Feb. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–2. Union 
Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House 
Feb. 28, 2001; Roll No. 17: 408–2. Received in 
Senate Mar. 1, 2001. Passed Senate Apr. 26, 
2001. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 58 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, May 
2, 2001, at 9 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1652. A letter from the Secretary, Amer-
ican Battle Monuments Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s FY 2000 Annual 
Program Performance Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1653. A letter from the Secretary, Amer-
ican Battle Monuments Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s revised Annual 
Performance Plan for FY 2002; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1654. A letter from the Chairman, Broad-
casting Board Of Governors, transmitting 
the Annual Program Performance Report on 
the FY 2000 Performance Plan; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1655. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission On Civil Rights, transmitting the 
Commission’s FY 2000 Government Perform-
ance and Results Act Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1656. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s FY 2000 Per-
formance Report; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

1657. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s Performance Report for FY 
2000; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

1658. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 6-
month report in compliance with the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1988, pursuant to 5 app; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

1659. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s FY 2002 Performance Plan and 
FY 2000 Performance Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1660. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Veterans’ Affairs, transmit-
ting the Office of Inspector General’s Stra-
tegic Plan for 2001–2006; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

1661. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting the FY 2002 Per-
formance Plan and FY 2000 Annual Perform-
ance Report; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

1662. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s FY 2000 Annual Program 
Performance Report; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

1663. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Labor Relations Authority, transmitting the 
FY 2000 Annual Program Performance Re-
port; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

1664. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s FY 2002 Final Annual Perform-
ance Plan; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

1665. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s FY 2000 Performance Report; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

1666. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting the Office’s Performance and Account-
ability report for FY 2000 and Performance 
Plan for FY 2002; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

1667. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s FY 2000 
Annual Performance Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1668. A letter from the Director, Holocaust 
Memorial Museum, transmitting the FY 2000 
Annual Performance Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1669. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the 
Board’s FY 2001–FY 2006 Strategic Plan and 
FY 2002 Performance Plan; to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

1670. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s FY 
2000 Performance Report; to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

1671. A letter from the Chairman and the 
Acting General Counsel, National Labor Re-
lations Board, transmitting the Board’s FY 
2000 Annual Program Performance Report 
and the FY 2002 Annual Performance Plan; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

1672. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s FY 2002 Budget Estimates and 
Performance Plan; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

1673. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Office of the Attorney General, transmitting 
the FY 2000 Performance Report and FY 2002 
Performance Plan; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

1674. A letter from the Special Counsel, Of-
fice of Special Counsel, transmitting the 
Counsel’s FY 2000 Annual Performance Re-
port; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

1675. A letter from the Chairman, Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, transmitting the 
FY 2000 Annual Program Performance Re-
port; to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

1676. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment, transmitting the Agency’s FY 2000 
Performance Overview Report; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

1677. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a letter in 
support of legislation to extend the window 
created under section 245 (i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act during which quali-
fied immigrants may obtain legal residence 
in the United States without being forced to 
first leave the country and their families for 
several years; (H. Doc. No. 107–62); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to 
be printed. 

1678. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s Twenty-Third Annual Report to 
Congress pursuant to section 7A of the Clay-
ton Act, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 18a(j); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1679. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the seventh annual report entitled, 
‘‘Monitoring the Impact of Medicare Physi-
cian Payment Reform on Utilization and Ac-
cess’’; jointly to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
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